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DETAILED ACTION 

Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

On page 2, line 7, the phrase "turn on there light first" should be "turn on their 
light first. 

On page 2, line 7, the phrase "the scanners that leave there" should be "the 
scanners that leave their". 

On page 3, line 18, the term "measure" should be "measured". 
Appropriate correction is required. 

2. Claims 1 and 1 7 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
The term "re-performing" is not a valid English word. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Drawings 

3. The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: 104 in Figure 1; 106 in Figure 1; 108 in Figure 1; 109 in Figure 1 . Corrected 
drawing sheets, or amendment to the specification to add the reference character(s) in 
the description, are required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the 
application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures 
appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being 
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amended. The replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the 
page header (as per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing 
figures. If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified 
and informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection 
to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

4. The drawings are objected to because the axis in Figures 2,3, and 4 are not 
labeled accordingly. Corrected drawing sheets are required in reply to the Office action 
to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet 
should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, 
even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended 
drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the 
appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, 
the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief 
description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional replacement 
sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. The 
replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as 
per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the 
changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of 
any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 



Claim Objections 
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5. Applicant is advised that should claim 14 be found allowable, claim 1 8 will be 
objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. When two 
claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both 
cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing 
one claim to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. 
See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1,3, and 4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 5907742 to Johnson et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 5369423 to 
Hunter et al. 

Regarding claim 1, Johnson et al disclose a method of calibrating a scanner, 
comprising the steps of: 

performing a full calibration scan (column 4, lines 22-32); 

performing at least one partial calibration scan (column 7, lines 44-49); 

However Johnson et al does not disclose a method of comparing the full calibration 

scan to the partial calibration scan and re-performing the full calibration scan when the 
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difference between the partial calibration scan and the full calibration scan is at least 
equal to a predetermined amount. 

Hunter et al disclose a method of comparing the full calibration scan to the 
partial calibration scan (column 6, lines 65-68) and re-performing the full calibration 
scan when the difference between the partial calibration scan and the full calibration 
scan is at least equal to a predetermined amount (column 7, lines 1-5). 

Johnson et al and Hunter et al are combinable because they are in the similar 
problem area of image scanner calibration. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the method of full and partial calibration method taught by 
Johnson et al with the method of calibration comparison and recalibration as taught by 
Hunter et al to implement an accurate image scanner calibration method. 

The motivation to combine the reference is clear because calibration will 
become more accurate by performing comparison with full calibration result and 
recalibrating if necessary as taught by Hunter et al. 

Regarding claim 3, Hunter et al disclose a method of claim 1 where the partial 
calibration scan does not turn off the scanner lamp (Hunter et al monitor intensity of light 
during the partial calibration implying that the light is turned on during this operation 
(column 6, lines 55-57).). 

Regarding claim 4, Hunter et al disclose a method of claim 1 where the partial 
calibration scan is done periodically (column 3, lines 4-9). 
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8. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 5907742 to Johnson in view of U.S. Patent No. 5369423 to Hunter et al 
further in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 2001/0030774 A1 to 
Bromley. 

Regarding claim 2, Johnson in view of Hunter et al teach all the limitations of 
claim 1 . However, Johnson in view of Hunter et al does not disclose a method of claim 1 
where the partial calibration scan does not move the scan head. 

Bromley discloses a method of claim 1 where the partial calibration scan does 
not move the scan head (page 3, paragraph 58). 

Johnson, Hunter et al, and Bromley are combinable because they are in the 
similar problem area of image scanner calibration. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the method of partial calibration without moving the scan head 
with the calibration method of Johnson in view of Hunter et al to implement a fast and 
efficient image scanner calibration. 

The motivation to combine the reference is clear because having the image 
scanner head stationary during calibration as taught by Bromley can save some time 
during the calibration phase of image scanning. 

9. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 5907742 to Johnson in view of U.S. Patent No. 5369423 to Hunter et al 
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5506695 to North. 
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Regarding claim 5, Johnson in view of Hunter et al teach all the limitations of 
claim 4. However, Johnson in view of Hunter et al does not disclose a method of claim 4 
where the period between partial calibration scans is based on time. 

North discloses a method of claim 4 where the period between partial calibration 
scans is based on time (column 2, lines 51-54). 

Johnson, Hunter et al, and North are combinable because they are in the similar 
problem area of image scanner calibration. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to implement periodical calibration based on time as taught by North into 
the method of scanner calibration taught by Johnson in view of Hunter et al to 
implement an efficient scanner calibration method. 

The motivation to combine the reference is clear because it will be simple and 
convenient to program a scanner to calibrate at certain times in a periodic manner. 
10. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 5907742 to Johnson in view of U.S. Patent No. 5369423 to Hunter et al 
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5153745 to Brandkamp et al. 

Regarding claim 6, Johnson in view of Hunter et al teach all the limitations of 
claim 4. However, Johnson in view of Hunter et al does not disclose a method of claim 4 
where the period between partial calibration scans is based on temperature. 

Brandkamp et al disclose a method of claim 4 where the period between partial 
calibration scans is based on temperature (column 4, lines 36-42). 
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Johnson, Hunter et al, and Brandkamp et al are combinable because they are in 
the similar problem area of image scanner calibration. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the temperature based periodical calibration of Brandkamp et 
al with the calibration method taught by Johnson in view of Hunter et al to implement an 
efficient calibration method for image scanners. 

The motivation to combine the reference is clear because temperature of the 
scanning system is not stable (Brandkamp et al: column 4, lines 36-38) and thus it has 
to be compensated for. 

11. Claims 7, 9, and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 5907742 to Johnson et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 5369423 to 
Hunter et al further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6518587 to Rombola. 

Regarding claim 7, Johnson et al discloses a method of calibrating a scanner 
comprising the steps of: 

performing a full calibration scan (column 4, lines 22-32); 

performing at least one partial calibration scan (column 7, lines 44-49); 

However Johnson et al does not disclose a method of comparing the full calibration 

scan to the partial calibration scan and adjusting the gains globally for the full calibration 

scan when the difference between the partial calibration scan and the full calibration 

scan is less than a predetermined amount. 

Hunter et al disclose a method of comparing the full calibration scan to the 
partial calibration scan (column 6, lines 65-68). 
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Rombola discloses a method for adjusting the gains globally for the full 
calibration scan when the difference between the partial calibration scan and the full 
calibration scan is less than a predetermined amount (column 3, lines 45-49). 

Johnson et al and Hunter et al and Rombola are combinable because they are in 
the similar problem area of image scanner calibration. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the gain adjusting method taught by Rombola and the 
calibration comparison method taught by Hunter et al with the calibration method taught 
by Johnson et al to implement an accurate image scanner calibration method. 

The motivation to combine the reference is clear because using gain can correct 
non-uniform behaviors of scanning system as taught by Rombola (column 3, lines 1-5) 
and calibration comparison taught by Hunter et al is necessary to implement an 
accurate calibration method. 

Regarding claim 9, Hunter et al in view of Rombola teach all the limitations of 
claim 7. Further Hunter et al disclose a method of claim 7 where the partial calibration 
scan does not turn off the scanner lamp (Hunter et al monitor intensity of light during the 
partial calibration implying that the light is turned on during this operation (column 6, 
lines 55-57).). 

Regarding claim 10, Hunter et al in view of Rombola teach all the limitations of 
claim 7. Further Hunter et al disclose a method of claim 7 where the partial calibration 
scan is done periodically (column 3, lines 4-9). 
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12. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 5907742 to Johnson in view of U.S. Patent No. 5369423 to Hunter et al 
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6518587 to Rombola further in view of U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. US 2001/0030774 A1 to Bromley. 

Regarding claim 8, Johnson in view of Hunter et al further in view of Rombola 
teach all the limitations of claim 7. However, Johnson in view of Hunter et al further in 
view of Rombola does not disclose a method of claim 7 where the partial calibration 
scan does not move the scan head. 

Bromley discloses a method of claim 7 where the partial calibration scan does 
not move the scan head (page 3, paragraph 58). 

Johnson, Hunter et al, Rombola and Bromley are combinable because they are 
in the similar problem area of image scanner calibration. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the method of partial calibration without moving the scan head 
with the calibration method of Johnson in view of Hunter et al further in view of Rombola 
to implement an efficient scanner calibration method. 

The motivation to combine the reference is clear because having the image 
scanner head stationary during calibration as taught by Bromley can save some time 
during the calibration phase of image scanning. 

13. Claim 11 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 5907742 to Johnson in view of U.S. Patent No. 5369423 to Hunter et al 
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further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6518587 to Rombola further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
5506695 to North. 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Johnson in view of Hunter et al further in view of Rombola 
teaches all the limitations of claim 10. However, Johnson in view of Hunter et al further 
in view of Rombola does not disclose a method of claim 10 where the period between 
partial calibration scans is based on time. 

North discloses a method of claim 10 where the period between partial 
calibration scans is based on time (column 2, lines 51-54). 

Johnson, Hunter et al, Rombola and North are combinable because they are in 
the similar problem area of image scanner calibration. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the method of partial calibration scans based on time with the 
calibration method of Johnson in view of Hunter et al further in view of Rombola to 
implement a periodic partial scan method. 

The motivation to combine the reference is clear because it will be simple and 
convenient to program a scanner to calibrate at certain times in a periodic manner. 
14. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 5907742 to Johnson in view of U.S. Patent No. 5369423 to Hunter et al 
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6518587 to Rombola further in view of U.S. Patent No. 
51 53745 to Brandkamp et al. 

Regarding claim 12, Johnson in view of Hunter et al further in view of Rombola 
teaches all the limitations of claim 10. However, Johnson in view of Hunter et al further 
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in view of Rombola does not disclose a method of claim 10 where the period between 
partial calibration scans is based on temperature. 

Brandkamp et al disclose a method of claim 10 where the period between 
partial calibration scans is based on temperature (column 4, lines 36-42). 

Johnson, Hunter et al, Rombola and Brandkamp et al are combinable because 
they are in the similar problem area of image scanner calibration. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the temperature based periodic calibration scan of Brandkamp 
et al with the calibration method of Johnson in view of Hunter et al further in view of 
Rombola to implement an efficient scanner calibration method. 

The motivation to combine the reference is clear because temperature of the 
scanning system is not stable (Brandkamp et al: column 4, lines 36-38) and thus it has 
to be compensated for. 

15. Claims 13, 14, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5907742 to Johnson et al in view of U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. US 2001/0030774 A1 to Bromley further in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5369423 to Hunter et al. 

Regarding claims 13, Johnson et al disclose a method of calibrating a scanner, 
comprising the steps of: 

performing a full calibration scan and storing the results as a reference scan (column 4, 
lines 22-32). Further Johnson et al disclose a method for performing a PRNU 
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calibration scan and storing the results as a reference scan (column 7, lines 67; column 
8, lines 1-3). 

However, Johnson et al does not disclose a method of performing at least one 
partial calibration scan without moving the scan head, comparing the reference scan to 
the partial calibration scan, and performing a PRNU calibration scan and storing the 
results as a reference scan when the difference between the partial calibration scan and 
the reference scan is at least equal to a predetermined amount. 

Hunter et al discloses a method of comparing the reference scan to the partial 
calibration scan (column 6, lines 65-68) and recalibrate when the difference between 
the partial calibration scan and the full calibration scan is at least equal to a 
predetermined amount (column 7, lines 1-5). 

Bromley discloses a method where the partial calibration scan does not move 
the scan head (page 3, paragraph 58). 

Johnson et al, Hunter et al and Bromley are combinable because they are in the 
similar problem area of image scanner calibration. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the method of calibration without moving the scan head as 
taught by Bromley and the method of PRNU and full calibration scan as taught by 
Johnson et al with the calibration method of Hunter et al to implement an efficient 
scanner calibration method that takes into account the non-uniformity of light in a 
scanning system. 
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The motivation to combine the reference is clear because having the scan head 
stationary as taught by Bromley can save calibration time. Further the comparison 
performed by Hunter et al can provide an accurate scanner calibration method. 

Regarding claim 14, Hunter et al in view of Bromley further in view of Johnson 
et al teach all the limitations of claim 13. Further Hunter et al disclose a method of claim 
13 where the partial calibration scan is done periodically (column 3, lines 4-9). 

Regarding claim 17, Hunter et al in view of Bromley further in view of Johnson 
et al disclose a method of calibrating a scanner, comprising the steps of: 
performing a PRNU calibration scan and storing the results as a reference scan 
(Johnson et al : column 7, lines 67; column 8, lines 1-3); 

performing at least one partial calibration scan without moving the scan head (Bromley: 
page 3, paragraph 58; 

comparing the reference scan to the partial calibration scan (Hunter et al: column 6, 
lines 65-68) ; 

re-performing the PRNU calibration scan when the difference between the partial 
calibration scan and the reference scan is at least equal to a predetermined amount 
(Hunter et ai: (column 7, lines 1-5); Johnson et al : column 7, lines 67; column 8, lines 1- 
3). 

16. Claims 15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over U.S. Patent No. 5907742 to Johnson et al in view of U.S. Patent No. 5369423 to 
Hunter et al further in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 2001/0030774 
A1 to Bromley further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6518587 to Rombola. 
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Regarding claim 15, Johnson et al discloses a method of calibrating a scanner 
comprising the steps of: 

performing a full calibration scan and storing the results as a reference scan(column 4, 
lines 22-32); 

performing at least one partial calibration scan (column 7, lines 44-49); 

However Johnson et al does not disclose a method of partial calibration scan 
without moving the scan head, comparing the full calibration scan to the partial 
calibration scan and adjusting the gains globally for the full calibration scan when the 
difference between the partial calibration scan and the full calibration scan is less than a 
predetermined amount. 

Hunter et al disclose a method of comparing the reference scan to the partial 
calibration scan (column 6, lines 65-68). 

Rombola discloses a method for adjusting the gains globally for the full 
calibration scan when the difference between the partial calibration scan and the full 
calibration scan is less than a predetermined amount (column 3, lines 45-49). 

Bromley discloses a method where the partial calibration scan does not move the 
scan head (page 3, paragraph 58). 

Johnson et al, Hunter et al, Bromley and Rombola are combinable because they 
are in the similar problem area of image scanner calibration. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to combine the method calibration without moving the scan head as 
taught by Bromley, the method of gain adjustment taught by Rombola, the comparison 
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method of Hunter et al with the calibration method of Johnson et al to implement an 
accurate and efficient scanner calibration method. 

The motivation to combine the reference is clear because having the scan head 
stationary as taught by Bromley can save calibration time. Further using gain' 
adjustment can correct non-uniform behaviors of scanning system as taught by 
Rombola (column 3, lines 1-5) and using the comparison method taught by Hunter et al 
will provide for an accurate calibration method. 

Regarding claim 16, Hunter et al in view of Bromley further in view of Rombola 
teach all the limitations of claim 15. Further Hunter et al disclose a method of claim 15 
where the partial calibration scan is done periodically (column 3, lines 4-9). 

Other Prior Art Cited 

17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

U.S. Patent No. 5541645 to Davis discloses a system for determining time 
periods for channels inside scanners. 

U.S. Patent No. 5237172 to Lehman et al discloses a color scanner with 
calibration. 

U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 2002/0097446 A1 to Lee discloses 
an apparatus and method for dark calibration. 

U.S. Patent No. 4996605 to Taniguchi et al discloses an apparatus and method 
for image scanning. 



Application/Control Number: 09/858,079 Page 17 

Art Unit: 2626 

U.S. Patent No. 5404232 to Selby discloses a calibration system used for raster 
input scanners. 

U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 2002/0140996 A1 to Spears et al 
dis3closes image scanning with pre-scan and post-scan capabilities. 

U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 2002/0122213 A1 to Hill et al 
discloses a system for correction to image scanning due to debris and low output 
photosensors. 

U.S. Patent No. 4605970 to Hawkins discloses a method and apparatus for 
calibrating a document digitizer. 

U.S. Patent No. 6327047 to Motamed discloses automatic calibration for 
scanners. 

U.S. Patent No. 6462772 to Bryant discloses method for calibrating film 
scanners. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Beniyam Menberu whose telephone number is (703) 
306-3441. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00AM-4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kimberly Williams can be reached on (703) 305-4863. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 
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Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the customer service office whose telephone number 
is (703) 306-5631 . The group receptionist number for TC 2600 is (703) 305-4700. 




Patent Examiner 
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